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RECORD OF DECI SI ON
FOR THE
W NG ATE ROAD MUNI Cl PAL | NCI NERATCR AND LANDFI LL SITE

THE DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Wng ate Road Municipal Incinerator And Landfill Site
Fort Lauderdal e, Browned County, Florida

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renmedial action for the Wngate Road Site in
Fort Lauderdale, Florida. This renmedial action is chosen in accordance w th the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the
Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986, SARA 42 U.S. Section 9601 et. Sg., and, to
the extent practicable, the National Ol and Hazardous Substance Pol |l ution Contingency Pl an
(NCP). This decision is based on the admnistrative record for this site

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environmental Protection
(FADE), has been the support agency during the Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
process for the Wngate Road site. In accordance with 40 CAR 300.430, as the support agency,
FADE has provi ded EPA with input during the process. Al though FADE has not indicated an
objection to the overall approach of the selected renedy, FADE is unwilling to concur with this
ROD because FADE di sputes the renedi ation goals selected for arsenic and dioxide in soil.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmminent and substantia
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY
This renmedy addresses the contanminated nedia at the site. This renedy addresses the

principal threat remaining at the site by capping the landfill. The major conponents of the
sel ected renedy include

. construction of a synthetic or clay cap with erosion controls over the landfill,

. excavation of contam nated soil and incinerator ash, and disposal on the on site
landfill,

. drai nage, treatnent, and disposal of water in Lake Stupid,

. excavation of Lake Stupid sedinents, and di sposal on the on site landfill,

. storm wat er nanagenent

. construction of a vertical barrier between the landfill and Rock Pit Lake

. natural attenuation for the surface water at Rock Pit Lake,

. decontam nati on of the buildings and structures,

. ground water, surface water, sedinent, and fish tissue nonitoring

. institutional controls and/ or ground water use restrictions within the current site
boundary, and

. institutional controls for the maintenance of the site cap, stormwater controls,

fencing, and signs.
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies with
Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedi al action, and is cost effective. This renmedy utilizes pernmanent sol utions but does not
satisfy, for that portion of the Site consisting of naterial already placed in the landfill and



for the material to be placed in the landfill, the statutory preference for renedi es that enpl oy
treatnent that reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenent because: 1) it would

not be cost effective to treat the waste di sposed of in the landfill, 2) the selected renedy
provi des adequate protection to human health and the environment, 3) the sel ected renedy for
that portion of the Site consisting of material already placed in the landfill and for the

material to be placed in the landfill conplies with the Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Mini ci pa
Landfill Sites approved by OSVER Directive 9355.0-49FeS and 4) the waste material is not a RCRA
hazar dous waste

OSWER Directive 9355. 0-49FeS establishes that the following are the elenents of a
presunptive renedy for a nunicipal landfill: 1) landfill cap, 2) source area groundwater contro
to contain plune, 3) leach ate collection and treatnent, 4) landfill gas collection and
treatnent, and/or 5) institutional controls to supplenent engineering controls. The renedy
herei n sel ected does not include source area groundwater control to contain plume because there
is no known plune mgrating fromthe Site. In addition, the renedy does not include a | each ate
coll ection and treatnent system because the landfill nmaterial will remain in place bel owthe
water table. Therefore, it would be futile to have a | each ate collection and treatnent system
as part of this remedy. In the event that groundwater exceedences of Maxi mum Contam nant Levels
(MCLs) are observed beyond the current Site boundary, the groundwater portion of the selected
remedy will be reeval uated.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, and contam nants
remai ning on site above levels that allow for unlimted use and unrestricted exposure, a review
will be conducted within five years after conmencenent of the renedial action to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnment. These
reviews will be conducted every five years or until renediati on goals are achi eved.
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RECORD OF DEC SI ON
Deci si on Summary
W ngate Road Municipal Incinerator and Landfill NPL Site
Fort Lauderdal e, Browned County, Florida

1.0 Site Location and Description

The Wngate Road Municipal Incinerator and Landfill NPL Site (the site) is located at 1300
AW 31St. Avenue, Fort Lauderdale, Browned County, Florida (see Figure 1, Site Location Mp).
The site is bordered on the west by AW31St. Avenue, to the north by a privately owned junk
yard, to the northeast by a privately owned | ake known as Rock Pit Lake, and to the east and
south by residential properties (figure 2, Study Area Map).

The site is approximately 60 acres in size and includes two inactive incinerator
bui | di ngs, cooling water treatnment structures, an ash and solid waste landfill, a vehicle
nmai nt enance area, and various buildings. The study area al so includes the cooling water
percol ati on pond, known as Lake Stupid, and Rock Pit Lake which historically received overfl ow
fromLake Stupid. The site is owned and was operated by the City of Fort Lauderdal e.

The landfill area is approximately 40 acres in size, 35 feet above sea level (25 feet
above surrounding grade), and is densely overgrown with brush and trees. The renmining 20 acres
is known as the southern portion of the site. The site is currently |leased by the city to Fort
Lauderdal e Production Central, Inc., which uses the site for filmsupport and production
activities.

2.0 Site History and Enforcenent Activities

The site was purchased by the Gty of Fort Lauderdale in 1951. The nunicipal incinerator

and landfill operated from 1954 through June 1978. The facility processed approxi mately 480
tons of nunicipal solid waste per day. Two incinerators were constructed on site; the "ol d"
incinerator in 1954, and the "new' incinerator in 1966. The old incinerator consisted of two
furnaces and did not use cooling water until 1975. The new incinerator becane operational in
1966 and included two parallel incinerators and a cooling water percolation pond. The cooling
wat er percol ation pond |l ost perneability due to the buildup of fine ash and was subsequently
nanmed Lake Stupid. The city periodically renoved the ash fromthe bottomof Lake Stupid and
placed the ash in the landfill or around the banks of the pond. Lake Stupid was then connected
to Rock Pit Lake by an overflow] ditch located al ong the eastern edge of the landfill.

<I MP SRC 0496274A>
<I MP SRC 0495274B>

The cooling water treatnent systemwas constructed in 1975. The system was designed to
renmove the ash fromthe cooling water before the water was di scharged to Lake Stupid. The
resul tant sludge fromthe water treatnent systemwas disposed of in the landfill along with the
ash fromthe incinerators.

The EPA conducted a site inspection and devel oped a Hazard Ranki ng System Report for the
site in 1985. The Cty of Fort Lauderdal e began closure of the landfill in 1986 in accordance
with Florida Adm nistrative Code (FACE) requirenents. The site was placed on the Nationa
Priorities List (NPL) in 1990 with a Hazard Ranking System (HERS) score of 31.72. dosure of
the landfill was delayed until the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (R /FeS) could
be conpl et ed.

The Gty of Fort Lauderdal e and the Port Evergl ades Authority entered into an
Adm ni strative Order on Consent (AC) with the EPA in 1991 to conduct the RI/FeS. Four phases of
field investigati on were conducted from August 1992 t hrough Septenber 1994. Approximately 300
sanpl es of soil, sedinent, surface water, ground water, and incinerator ash residue were
col l ected during dioxides and furan (di oxide) and included fish tissue sanples. Phase |IB was
conducted to provide quality assurance regarding the netals data fromthe Phase | water sanpl es,
and to collect additional sanples for dioxide analysis fromthe drainage ditch that historically



connected Lake Stupid to Rock Pit Lake. Phase Ill was conducted in Septenber 1994 to assess the
potential inpact of off site deposition of flash fromthe historic incinerator stack em ssions.

The RI/FeS anal yzed the different renedial alternatives under the nine point criteria that
the National Contingency Plan establishes for the selection of a remedy. The RI/FeS analysis
corroborated that the Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites approved by OSVER
Directive 9355.0-49FeS for that portion of the Site consisting of naterial already placed in the
landfill and for the material to be placed in the landfill was the appropriate renedy to be
selected for the Site.

3.0 Hstory of Community Participation

EPA began its comunity relations efforts in April 1992 by conducting comrunity interviews
and holding a public neeting at the Fort Lauderdal e Branch Public Library at 1300 East Sunrise
Boul evard. This neeting was held to address concerns of the citizens and to informthem of
EPA' s planned RI/FeS activities. Additional neetings were held with local citizens in March
1993, and again in February 1994 to discuss the results of the Renedial |nvestigation.

A public comment period for the proposed renedial action was held from Decenber 7, 1994
t hrough January 6, 1994. On Decenber 5, 1994 a Proposed Plan fact sheet was released to the
public to informthe public of EPA's findings and to notify the public that they could review
details of the RI/FeS reports at the Fort Lauderdale Main Library. Additionally, a public
neeting was hel d on Decenber 12, 1994 at the Bass Park Community Center, |located at 2750 AW 19th
Street in Fort Lauderdale. At this neeting, EPA and the Agency For Toxic Substances and D sease
Regi stry (ASTER) presented the results of the RI/FeS, and answered questions about the site and
the remedial alternatives under consideration. A response to the comments received during this
period is included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision
(RCD). This decision docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Wngate Road site
in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA, and to the
extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan. The decision for this site is based on the
Adm ni strative Record.

4.0 Scope and Rol e of Response Action

This ROD presents the planned renedial activities for the site. The renedy will address
the contam nants present in the surface soil, incinerator ash residue, landfill ed nmaterial,
sedi nent, ground water, and fish tissue associated with the site. The purpose of this renedy is
to reduce the risks associated with exposure to contamnated nedia to health based levels and to
protect the surgical aquifer systembeyond the current site boundary. This RODis the only ROD
anticipated for this site since the contam nation present at the site will be addressed as
a single operable unit.

5.0 Summary of Site Characteristics

Browned County occupi es approxi mately 1220 square mles of the southern Florida peninsul a.
The physi ot herapy of the county includes coastal sand dunes overlying the Atlantic Coastal
Ri dge, the evergl ades, and the sandy flat |land | ocated between the Atlantic Coastal Ridge to the
east and the everglades to the west. The Wngate Road site is located in the sandy flat |and of
eastern Browned County.

The topography of the county is flat. El evations range fromzero to 25 feet, with nost
land at 5 to 10 feet above nmean sea level. The land generally slopes slightly to the southeast.

The climate in the area is semitropical to tropical with an average annual tenperature of
73 degrees (F). Average rainfall is approximately 60 inches per year with nost precipitation
falling between June and CQctober. January is the driest nonth, with average rainfall of 2.2
i nches, whereas Septenber averages 8.5 inches of precipitation. The predom nant wi nd direction
is fromthe southeast. The primary drainage features in Browned County includes tidal streans,
borrow pits, water conservation areas, and nannmade canals. The drai nage systemis controlled by
the South Florida Water Managenent District, the Browned County Water Resources Department, and



| ocal drainage districts.

Surface drainage on site is controlled by the site topography, |akes, and paved areas
Precipitation falls on the southern portion of the site is routed through a storm water
nmanagenent systemto Lake Stupid, and percolates fromthe |lake into the ground water.
Precipitation which falls on the landfill infiltrates through the landfill material. Lake
Stupid and Rock Pit Lake are hydraulically connected to ground water, have no surface water
outlets, and apparently do not overflow during stormevents. The nearest surface drainage to
the site is the North Fork of the New R ver which passes approxi mately one half mle south of
the site. The Mddle R ver Canal passes approximately two miles north of the site. Both canals
flow east to the Intra coastal Waterway.

5.1 Regional and Site Hydrogeol ogic

The South Florida Peninsula is underlaid by a wedge of sedinents that thickens toward the
sout h, exceeding 15,000 feet thick beneath the site. These sedinments are underlaid by
nmet anor phi ¢ and igneous rocks simlar to those of the Appal achi an regi on

The geologic units of interest to this site are three groups of sedinments. The upper unit
is the Brisbane aquifer which is conprised of a sequence of |inestones with varying m xtures of
shell and sand. The Brisbane aquifer extends fromthe water table to depths of 200 feet of nore
beneath the surface. The Brisbane is a prolific source of water and provides all potable water
in Browned County.

Under |l ying the Brisbane aquifer are 600 to 800 feet of silty, sandy clays and marks which
are known as the internediate confining unit. The confining unit effectively separates ground
water circulation within the Brisbane fromthe Floridan aquifer bel ow

The Floridan aquifer contains carbonate rocks that extend downward froma depth of
approximately 1,000 feet in the area of the site. The Floridan contains confined water with 30
to 60 feet of head above sea level. Water in the Floridan aquifer in this area is highly
mneralized and is not suitable for potable water supply.

In the vicinity of the Wngate Road site, the upper portion of the Brisbane aquifer
consi sts of approximately 50 feet of fine to nediumgrained quartz sand with stingers of
cal careous sandstone. A thin, marbly shell bed zone was found at depths of 46 to 66 feet bel ow
land surface. A crystalline, sandy |inmestone was found at 66 feet below | and surface; this
limestone represents the top of the najor water producing zone of the Brisbane aquifer

G ound water within the Brisbane aquifer generally flows toward the east and sout heast.
Regi onal flow can be influenced locally by the effects of punping wells and by drai nage canal s
Local ground water flow at the site is influenced by the landfill topography. A slight nounting
of the water table devel ops beneath the landfill, resulting in a radially-outward flow of ground
water. The nounting effect does not appear to influence the ground water flow pattern beyond
the site.

5.2 Nature and Extent of Contam nation

The Remedi al I nvestigation included four phases of field investigation which are conducted
from August 1993 through Septenber 1994. Approxinately 300 sanpl es of soil, sedinent, surface

wat er, ground water, and incinerator ash residue were collected during Phase |I. Phase i was
conducted to assess the nature and extent of contaminants in the four areas of contam nation at
the site; the landfill, the southern portion of the site, Lake Stupid, and Rock Pit Lake. The

Phase | sanples were anal yzed for purge abl e hydrocarbons, sem volatile organi c conpounds,
pesticides and PUBS, and target analyte list (TALL) netals. Select Phase | sanples were al so
anal yzed for dioxide. The results of Phase | identified dioxide in the soil and sedi nent
associated with the site. Phase ILIA was conducted to assess the distribution of dioxide
Phase |1 B was conducted to provide quality assurance regarding the netals data fromthe Phase
wat er sanples, and to collect additional sanples for dioxide analysis fromthe drai nage ditch
that connected Lake Stupid to Rock Pit Lake.



Phase Il was conducted in Septenber 1994 to assess the potential inpact of off site
deposition of flash fromthe historic incinerator stack em ssions. The purpose of the off site
sanpling was to deternmine if dioxin or netals fromthe incinerator em ssions had been deposited
in residential areas in concentrations of sedinent and ash fromon site for Toxicity
Characteristic Leach ate Procedure (TCLP) netal analysis.

5.2.1 Surface Soil / Ash Residue Investigation

The prinmary source areas at the site include the areas and structures which contain ash or
ash residue fromthe incineration process. The source areas investigated include the
incinerator buildings, the landfill, the cooling water treatnment systemstructures, soils,
sedinents, and the on-site drain fields and disposal areas. A total of 68 surface soil/ ash
sanpl es were coll ected during the Renedial Investigation

The predom nant contaminants identified in the landfill and the on-site surface soils and
ash residue are lead, arsenic, benzoic(a)pyre ne, beryllium and dioxin (a conprehensive |ist of
all conpounds detected above background concentrations is included in the Renedial Investigation
and Baseline R sk Assessnent reports). As shown on Table 1, |ead was detected at concentrations
of up to 10,768 parts per mllion (ppn). The lead concentrati on was highest in the ash residue
sanpl e collected fromthe flocculation basin, with | ead concentrati ons above cl ean up goals al so
being detected in the other water treatnent systemstructures, in the incinerator buildings,
and, in the surface soils on the southern portion of the site and on the landfill. Arsenic was
detected at concentrations of up to 211 ppmin the central settling basin. Arsenic
concentrations above the clean up goal were also detected in the other water treatnent
structures, and in the incinerator buildings. Benzoic(a)pyre ne was detected at concentrations
of up to 0.99 ppmon the landfill. Benzoic(a)pyre ne was al so detected above the clean up goa
in the surface soil on the southern portion of the site and in the east settling basin
Berylliumwas detected at concentrations of up to 1.7 ppmin the surface soil on the southern
portion of the site. Berylliumwas al so detected above the clean up goal on the landfill and in
the sludge bed. D oxin was detected at concentrations of up to 0.054 ppm TEA in the ol d
i nci nerator building.

Phase Il of the Renedial Investigation included collection of twenty (20) surface soi
sanples fromthe residential areas surrounding the site. The purpose of the off site sanpling
was to determine if dioxin or netals fromthe incinerator em ssions had been deposited in
residential areas in concentrations which would pose a risk. None of the off site soil sanples
were found to contain levels of dioxin or metals which exceed the site renediation goals.

Phase |1l also included sanpling of sedinment and ash fromon site for TCLP netal s
anal ysis. Five representative sanples were collected fromLake Stupid sedinents and fromthe
incinerator buildings and water treatnment systemstructures. None of these sanples exceeded the
regulatory limts for TCLP netals.

5.2.2 Subsurfae Soil Investigation

Subsurfae soil sanples were collected from21 soil borings on the southern portion of the
site. Lead was detected at concentrations of up to 5,360 ppm and arsenic at up to 31 ppm
in subsurface soil sanples collected fromthe drainage area north of Lake Stupid.
Benzoi c(a)pyre ne was detected at concentrations of up to 7.4 ppmin a subsurface sanple from
the vehicle nmaintenance area. An, berylliumwas detected at concentrations of up to 0.6
ppmin a subsurface soil sanple collected fromthe drainage area north of Lake Stupid



TABLE 1

CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN | N ONSI TE SURFACE SO L/ ASH RESI DUE

CONTAM NANT FREQUENCY OF RANCE OF DETECTED BACKGROUND
DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ONS CONCENTRATI ONS
LEAD MY KG 67/ 68 1.6-10, 768 1.5-58.5
ARSEN C M& KG 64/ 68 0.2-211 1.4
BENZO C( A) PYRE NE MJ KG 3/ 64 0. 85-0.99 *ND
BERYLLI UM MF KG 12/ 64 0.2-1.7 *ND
DI OXI DES M& KG ( TEA) 25/ 25 0. 0000006- 0. 054 0. 00000012

*ND=NOT DETECTED

5.2.3 Surface Water |nvestigation

Water sanples were collected fromtwo surface water bodies and associ ated ditches. Lake
Stupid is a shallow pond located in the southeast corner of the site. A ditch was constructed
along the east side of the landfill to connect Lake Stupid to Rock Pit Lake. Rock Pit Lake is a
borrow pit |lake and was constructed in the 1950s and 60s. The |ake has nearly vertica
sidewal I s on the west, east, and south sides; the north side of the |ake has a sl opi ng bank
Rock Pit Lake is approximately 60 feet deep. The ditch which connected the | akes was partially
pl ugged after the site operations were stopped

As shown on Table 2, the predom nant contami nants identified in the surface water sanples
are |lead, alum num beryllium antinony, cadm um copper, silver, zinc, and iron. The chronic
anbi ent water quality criteria (AWX) for |ead was exceeded in all surface water sanples
collected fromLake Stupid, and in one surface water sanple fromRock Pit Lake. A um num
concentrations exceeded the chronic AWX in two Lake Stupid water sanples, a sanple froma
drai nage area | eading to the bank of Lake Stupid, and in the sanples fromthe drai nage area
leading to Rock Pit Lake. The State of Florida criteria for berylliumwas exceeded in three
Lake Stupid Water sanples and in all of the Rock Pit Lake water sanples. The ABCs for antinony,
cadm um copper, silver, zinc, and iron were al so exceeded in the two sanples collected fromthe
drai nage area | eading to Rock Pit Lake

5.2.4 Sedinent Investigation

Sedinents fromtwo surface water bodi es and associ ated ditches were sanpled during the
investigation (surface water and sedi nent sanples were collected fromthe sanme |ocations). The
predom nant contam nants identified in the sedinents are di oxin, toxaphene, antinony, arsenic
and cadmum As shown on Table 3, dioxin was detected at concentrations of up to 0.0029 ppm TEA
in the sedinment in Lake Stupid. Toxaphene was detected at 2.9 ppmin sanple LSD 04, which was
collected fromthe sedinent in the ditch located north of Lake Stupid. Antinobny was detected at
concentrations of up to 390 ppm arsenic was detected at concentrations of up to 68 ppm and,
cadmi um was detected at concentrations of up to 449 ppmin sedinent sanples fromLake Stupid and
the ditch north of Lake Stupid. Antinony and cadm umwere al so found at |evels above the
renmedi al goals in Rock Pit Lake sedinents.



TABLE 2
CONTAM NANTS COF CONCERN | N SURFACE WATER
CONTAM NANT FREQUENCY RANCE CF BACKGROUND

ugh/ | OF DETECTI ON DETECTED CONCENTRATI ONS
CONCENTRATI ONS

LEAD 8/12 11-2, 480 3.6-25
ALUM NUM 5/7 150- 25, 055 ND
BERYLLI UM 6/ 10 2-3 2
ANTI MONY 6/ 7 10- 65 61-229
CADM UM 6/ 7 0.3-37 ND
COPPER 4/ 12 5-718 6- 10
SI LVER 2/2 10-16 8.2-23
ZINC 10/ 12 20-3, 760 20

I RON 12/ 12 27-31, 216 40- 206
MERCURY 1/2 0.9 ND

*ND=NOT DETECTED

TABLE 3
CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN I'N SEDI MENT
CONTAM NANT FREQUENCY RANCE CF BACKGROUND

OF DETECTI ON DETECTED CONCENTRATI ONS
CONCENTRATI ONS

DI OXI DES 13/ 13 0. 0000001- 0. 0029 AN
MS K& TEA)

TOXAPHENE MF KG 1/21 2.9 ND
ANTI MONY M3 KG 16/ 38 8- 390 ND
ARSENI C MJ KG 35/ 38 0.5-68 0.3-6.5
CADM UM MF KG 33/38 1- 449 0.5-2

*ND=NOT DETECTED



5.2.5 Fish Tissue Investigation

Fi sh tissue sanples were collected fromLake Stupid and Rock Pit Lake during Phase ILIA of
the RI. The tissue sanples were analyzed for dioxin and nmercury. D oxin was detected in whole
body fish tissue sanples fromLake Stupid at concentrations of up to 6.62 parts per trillion
(put) TEA. D oxin was detected in whole body fish tissue sanples fromRock Pit Lake at
concentrations of up to 1.86 put TEA. Fish fillet sanples (i.e.; the edible portion of the
fish) fromRock Pit Lake contained dioxin at concentrations of up to 0.07 put TEA

5.2.6 Gound Water |nvestigation

Thirty eight (38) ground water nonitoring wells were sanpled during the RI. Well clusters
generally include three wells, with one well each to nonitor the top of the Brisbane aquifer
(approxi mately 20 feet deep), an intermedi ate depth (approximately 50 feet deep), and a portion
of the producing zone of the aquifer used by water supply wells (90 feet deep). N ne nonitoring
wells were installed in the area of an underground storage tank excavation |ocated on the
southern portion of the site near the vehicle naintenance area. Four private wells were al so
sanpl ed during Phase ILIA of the Rl to assess the potential for off-site mgration of
contam nants from Rock Pit Lake, the landfill, and Lake Stupid

As shown on Table 4, the predom nant contami nants identified in the ground water on site
are bi s(2-ethyl hexyl ) phthal ate, benzene, |ead, antinony, cadm um alum num mnanganese, and
nmercury. Bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate was detected at concentrations of up to 480 parts per
billion (ppb) in nonitoring well MWM5B, |ocated at the southern edge of the landfill. Bis(2-
et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate was al so detected above the federal MCLs in nmonitoring wells MM2C and
MM 10A, |ocated at the eastern edge of the landfill. Benzene was not detected above the federa
MCLs of 5 ppb (benzene was detected at up to 2 ppb in ground water sanples collected fromthe
vehi cl e mai ntenance area). Lead was detected at concentrations of up to 49 ppb in nonitoring
well MW 8A, located on the southern portion of the site imediately west of Lake Stupid. Lead
was al so detected above the MCLs in nmonitoring wells MV 2A and MWV 10A, |ocated at the eastern

edge of the landfill. Antinony was detected at 15 ppb in M¥8A.  Cadm um was detected at
concentrations of up to 39 ppb in well MW8A Cadmiumwas al so detected at 6 ppb in MWV 10A
located at the eastern edge of the landfill, and at the MCLs of 5 ppb in several nonitoring

well's on the southwestern portion of the site. Additionally, alum numwas detected at
concentrations of up to 76,720 ppb, nanganese was detected at concentrations of up to 2,800 ppb
and, nercury was detected at concentrations of up to 2.5 ppb in the ground water on site



TABLE 4

CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN | N GROUNDWATER

(UG'L)
CONTAM NANT FREQUENCY
UGH L OF DETECTI ON
Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 8/ 38
BENZENE 3/38
ALUM NUM 31/ 38
ANTI MONY 4/ 38
CADM UM 8/ 38
LEAD 19/ 38
MANGANESE 34/ 38
MERCURY 5/ 38

*ND=NOT DETECTED

RANCE COF
DETECTED
CONCENTRATI ONS

5 - 480
1-2
248 - 76,720
4 - 15
4 - 39
2 - 49
2 - 2,800
0.2 - 2.5

BACKGROUND

CONCENTRATI ONS

32

ND

290 - 2,012

ND

5-6

ND

21 - 65

ND

6.0 Summary of Site R sks

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an

i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare

The Conprehensi ve Environmental Response

Conpensati on

or the environnent.

and Liability Act (CERCLA) directs

EPA to conduct a baseline risk assessnent to determ ne whether a NPL site poses a current or
in the absence of any renedial action. The
basel i ne ri sk assessnent provides the basis for taking action and indicates the contam nants and

potential threat to human health of the environnent

t he exposure pat hways that need to be addressed by the renedia

action.

This section of the ROD

contains a sunmary of the results of the baseline risk assessnent conducted for this site

6.1 Contam nants of Concern

Chemical s which were evaluated in the risk assessnment are referred to as chem cal s of

potential concern (COPES). The selection of COPES is based on severa
chem cal toxicity, preval ence, and concentration

factors including
Chenicals were included in the Summary of

Site Risk section of the Risk Assessnment if the results of the risk assessnent indicate that a
These chemicals are referred to as

COP might pose a significant current or future risk
contam nants of concern (COCKS). Chemicals are not

included if their

i ndi vi dual carci nogenic

risk contribution is less than 1E-6 o their non carcinogeni ¢c hazard quotient is less than 0. 1.

6.2 Exposure Assessment

Whet her a chemical is actually a concern to human health and the environnent depends upon
the likelihood of exposure, i.e., whether the exposure pathway is currently conplete or could be
conplete in the future. A conplete exposure pathway (a sequence of events |eading to contact

with a chemical) is defined by four el enents.
follow ng four elenents are present:

An exposure pathway is considered conplete if the



. A source and nechani sm of chem cal rel ease,

. A retention or transport nedium (or nedia in cases involving nmedia transfer of
chem cal s),
. A point of potential human contact with the contam nated nedium (referred to as the

exposure point), and
. A route of exposure (e.g., ingestion) at the contact point.
If all four elements are present, the pathway is consi dered conplete.

An eval uation was undertaken of all potential exposure pathways which coul d connect
chem cal sources at the site with potential receptors. Al possible pathways were first
hypot hesi zed and eval uated for conpl eteness using the above criteria. The current pathways
represent exposure pathways which coul d exi st under current site conditions while the future
pat hways represent exposure pathways which could exist, in the future, if the current exposure
condi ti ons change

The potential current exposure pathways are:

. Inci dental ingestion of and dermal contact with surface soil by workers and/or
trespassers;

. Incidental ingestion of surface water in Rock Pit Lake by sw nmers;

. Ingestion of fish fromRock Pit Lake by nearby residents;

. Inci dental ingestion of and dernmal contact w th subsurface soil by excavation
wor ker s

. Inci dental ingestion of incinerator building or water treatnment structure ash

resi due by workers or trespassers.
The potential future exposure pathways are:
. Incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with surface soil by residents;

. Inci dental ingestion of and dermal contact with sedinent in the drainage area north
of Lake Stupid by residents;

. I ngestion of ground water fromwithin the current Site boundary by residents;
. I nhal ati on of and dermal contact with chemicals in ground water by residents.

6.3 Toxicity Assessnent

Toxicity values are used in conjunction with the results of the exposure assessnent to
characterize site risk. EPA has devel oped toxicity values for nany carci nogens and non
car ci nogens.

Cancer slope factors (CUSS) have been devel oped for estimating excess lifetime cancer
ri sks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals. CUSS, which are expressed
inunits of (ng/kg/day)-1, are multiplied by the estinmated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in
ny/ kg/ day, to provide an upper bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with
exposure at that intake level. The term"upper bound" reflects the conservative estinmate of the
risks calculated fromthe CF. Use of this conservative approach nakes underesti mati on of the
actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Cancer slope factors are derived fromthe results of hunman
epi dem ol ogi ¢ al studies or chronic ani nal bionmass to which mathematical extrapol ation from
hi gh-to-|1 ow dose and uncertainty factors have been appli ed.



Ref erence doses (Rads) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects fromexposure to chem cals exhibiting non carcinogenic effects. Rads, which are
expressed in units of ng/kg/day, are estimates of lifetime daily exposure |evels for humans,
including sensitive individuals that are likely to be without risk of adverse effect. Estinated
i ntakes of chenmicals fromenvironnental nedia can be conpared to the RND. Rads are derived from
human epi dem ol ogi c al studies or aninal studies to which uncertainty factors have been applied
(e.g., to account for the use of aninmal data to predict effects on humans). These uncertainty
factors help ensure that the Rads will not underestinmate the potential for adverse non
carci nogeni c effects to occur

6.4 Risk Characterization

Human health risks are characterized for potential carcinogenic and non carcinogenic
effects by conbi ning exposure and toxicity information. Excess lifetime cancer risk are
determined by multiplying the estinmated daily intake | evel with cancer potency factor. These
risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1x10-4). An
excess lifetine cancer risk of 1x10-4 indicates that, as a reasonabl e naxi numestimate, an
individual has a one in ten thousand additional (above their nornmal risk) chance of devel oping
cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetine under the
assuned specific exposure conditions at a site. EPA considers individual excess cancer risk in
the range of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 as protective; however, the 1E-6 risk level is generally used as
EPA' s point of departure when establishing clean up goals at NPL sites

The potential for non carcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure |eve
over a specified time period (e.g., lifetine) with a reference dose derived for a simlar
exposure period. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ. An HX1
indicates that a receptor's dose of a single contamnant is less than the RND., and that toxic
non carcinogenic effects fromthat chemcal are unlikely. The Hazard Index (H) is generated by
adding the HAS for all chemical (s) of concern that affect the sane target organ (e.g., the
liver) within a nediumor across all nmedia to which a given popul ati on may reasonably be
exposed. An H <1 indicates that, based on the sumof all HQs fromdifferent contam nants and
exposure routes, toxi c non carcinogenic effects due to simultaneous exposure to all COCKS are
unli kel y.

The HQ is calcul ated as fol |l ows:
Non cancer HQ=DI / RND.

wher e

Dl =Chronic daily intake

RND. =r ef erence dose

DI and RND. are expressed in the sanme units and represent the sanme exposure period (i.e.
chronic).

As shown on Table 5, the cunul ative potential current carcinogenic risk |evel for workers
on the southern portion of the site is 6E-6. The curul ative potential current carcinogenic risk

levels for trespassers on the southern portion of the site and on the landfill are 2E-6, and
1E-4, respectively. The main pathways responsible for these risk levels are incidenta
ingestion of and dernal contact with surface soil, due primarily to the presence of dioxin,

arsenic, and berylliumin the soil and ash residue. The cunul ative current non carcinogenic
hazard i ndexes are less than 1. Therefore, non carcinogenic effects are unlikely under current
I and use conditi ons.



TABLE 5

SUMVARY OF CUMULATI VE RI SK ESTI MATES

CUMULATI VE RI SK ESTI MATES

RECEPTOR Total Upper Currul ati ve
Bound Excess Hazard | ndex for
Lifeti me Cancer Non car ci nogeni ¢
Ri sk Ef fects

Rl SKS ASSCCI ATED W TH CURRENT LAND USE CONDI TI ONS

WORKER

Sout hern Portion 6x10- 6 <1
TRESPASSER

Sout hern Portion 2x10-6 <1
Landfill 1x10-4 <1

Near by Resi dent Using Rock
Pit Lake 3x10-6 <1

Rl SKS ASSCCI ATED W TH FUTURE LAND USE CONDI TI ONS

CHI LD RESI DENT
Sout hern Portion 1x10-5 >1
Drai nage Area North of Lake Stupid 1x10-4 >1

ADULT RESI DENT
Sout hern Portion 2x10-5 <1
Drai nage Area North of Lake Stupid 9x10-5 >1

The cumnul ative potential current carcinogenic risk level for nearby residents using Rock
Pit Lake is 3E-6, due primarily to the presence of dioxin in fish tissue

The cumul ative potential future carcinogenic risk levels for child residents on the
southern portion of the site and on the drainage area north of Lake Stupid are 1E-5 and 1E-4,
respectively, with curul ative future non carcinogeni ¢ hazard i ndexes greater than 1. These
levels are due primarily to the presence of benzoic(a)pyre ne, dioxin, arsenic, and berylliumin
surface soil; and, the presence of dioxin, toxaphene, arsenic, antinony, and cadmumin the
sedinent in the drai nage area

The cumul ative potential future carcinogenic risk levels for adult residents on the
southern portion of the site and on the drainage area north of Lake Stupid are 2E-5 and 9E-5,
respectively, with a cunul ati ve non carcinogeni ¢ hazard i ndex of greater than 1 for the drai nage
area. These risk levels are due primarily to the presence of dioxin, arsenic, and beryllium

The potential future carcinogenic risk levels associated with site ground water are 1E-6
for child residents and 3E-6 for adult residents, due prinmarily to the presence of bis(2-
et hyl hexyl )phthalate in site ground water. Gound water within the current Site boundary
exceeded Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) for bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate, alum num antinony,
cadmi um |ead, nanganese, and nercury. Gound water at the current site boundary exceeded
secondary MCLs (for al um num and nanganese) only. Of site private water wells are not found to
exceed ground water MCLs.

A remedi al goal of 500 ppm has al so been established for lead in surface soil. This |eve
was given in the Baseline R sk Assessnent (BRA) as the val ue derived using exposure default



values in the U K nodel (draft OSWER Directive #9355.4-08) as referenced in the BRA docunent.
6.5 Environnental R sk

A qualitative risk assessment was conducted to determine if contam nants present on site
have inpacted or can potentially inmpact flora and fauna in the area. The results of the
conpari son of chem cal concentrations in surface soil with toxicity reference values (TR S)
suggest the potential for inpacts to invertebrates fromthe presence of sone netals on the
southern portion of the site and the landfill. Potential inpacts to snall nmammal s and birds
fromthe ingestion of earthworns were also evaluated. On the southern portion of the site, the
estinmated total dose a shrew woul d receive fromthe ingestion of earthworns and soil is greater
than the TV for cadm um suggesting that inpacts to shrews could potentially occur as a result
of exposure to cadmumin this area. In the landfill area, the estinmated total doses of dioxin
and cadmumare greater than the TRI'S, suggesting potential inpacts to shrews in this area
Potential inpacts to sensitive aquatic species in Lake Stupid are also possible as a result of
lead and alum numin the | ake water. Apparently, there are no endangered species in the area.

6.6 Uncertainties

At all stages of the risk assessnment, conservative estimates and assunptions were nade so
as not to underestimate potential risk. Nevertheless, uncertainties and limtations which may
lead to over- or under- estimation of risk are inherent in the risk assessnent process

7.0 Description of Alternatives

The following alternatives represent a range of distinct actions for addressi ng human
heal th and environnental concerns. The anal ysis presented bel ow refl ects the fundanenta
conmponents of the various alternatives considered feasible for this site. Five renedia
alternatives have been identified for eval uation

Alternative 1. No action

Alternative 2. Restricted access

Alternative 3. Soil cover

Alternative 4. Single barrier landfill cap

Alternative 5. Double barrier landfill cap
7.1 Aternative 1: No Action

Under the no action alternative, the site would be left "as is" and no funds woul d be
expended to actively control or cleanup the site related contam nation. The potential risks
posed by the presence of contam nation would not be mnimzed by this alternative.

The remaining alternatives all require ground water use controls in the formof a deed
notice for ground water inside the current site boundary. Additionally, the alternatives
require site nmonitoring for up to 30 years.

7.2 Aternative 2. Restricted Access

Alternative 2 would include engineering controls to restrict access to the site, and
ground water nonitoring for up to 30 years. A fence would be constructed around Lake Stupid and
Rock Pit Lake to limt access to surface water. The incinerator buildings would be sealed to
restrict access. Al entrances, w ndows and openi ngs of each building woul d be closed off with
brick, concrete, or netal in a secure and pernanent fashion. The water treatnent system
structures woul d be decontam nated. The nethod of decontam nation would be determ ned by the
construction of each structure. Typically, the ash residue would be scraped fromthe walls and
floors and the contam nated surfaces would be pressure washed. The collected decontam nation



wat er woul d be treated for disposal
7.3 Aternative 3: Soil Cover

Alternative 3 would include actions to reduce human contact with the ash within the
landfill, and to mnimze potential mgration of contam nants through stormwater runoff. A
m ni mum of 30 inches of native soil would be placed on the 40 acre landfill, and gradi ng would
be nodified to control surface water runoff and infiltration, and to reduce | each ate
devel opnent. Lake Stupid would be backfilled to elimnate contact with sedinments and to
elimnate potential ecological exposure pathways. The |ake water woul d be renoved for off-site
treatnent and di sposal. Residual ash fromthe southern portion of the site would be excavated
and placed in the landfill prior to construction of the soil cover. The buildings and
structures woul d be seal ed and decontam nated. This alternative would al so include ground water
nmonitoring for up to 30 years

7.4 Aternative 4. Single Barrier Cap

Alternative 4 woul d be designed to reduce hunman contact with the landfill material
control erosion, and reduce infiltration and | each ate production. A landfill cap would be
desi gned to neet the requirenments of Chapter 17-701 and 17-702 of the Florida Admi nistrative
Code (FACE), including a single linear landfill cap. A stormwater managenent plan would be
prepared to design the grading plan, design the retention and detention ponds, and to determnine
the discharges for stormwater runoff. Lake Stupid would be drai ned and excavated to elimnate
human contact with the sedinents, and to elimnate the potential ecol ogical exposure pathways
The water would be treated and di sposed of, and the sedi ments woul d be excavated and pl aced on
the landfill prior to construction of the landfill cap. Excavation of Lake Stupid sedinents
shal | continue horizontally until the renaining sedi nent achi eves the naxi mum cont am nant
concentrations noted in section 9 below. Vertically, the excavation shall continue to a depth
of 24 inches, or until the renedial goals have been net, whichever depth is |less. The excavated

areas will be backfilled with clean soil. A vertical barrier would be constructed between the
landfill and Rock Pit Lake. The vertical barrier would prevent the mgration of contam nants to
Rock Pit Lake fromthe landfill. It is expected that the surface water of Rock Pit Lake woul d

return to health based | evel s through natural attenuation

Resi dual ash and contam nated soils fromthe southern portion of the site would be
excavated and placed on the landfill. Soil excavation shall continue horizontally until the
remai ni ng soil achi eves the maxi mum contam nant concentrations noted in section 9 bel ow.
Vertically, the excavation shall continue to a depth of 24 inches, or until the renedial goals
have been net, whichever depth is | ess. The excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil

The buildings and structures on the southern portion of the site would be decontam nat ed
and/ or denol i shed, depending on the planned use of the building |ocations and on the
practicability of decontam nating the buildings. The rubble and debris from any denolished
bui | di ngs and/ or process structures which require denolition due to renediation or construction
considerations will be crushed and disposed of in the landfill. This alternative would al so
i nclude ground water nonitoring, surface water nonitoring and nonitoring of sedinent and fish in
Rock Pit Lake for up to 30 years

7.5 Aternative 5. Double Barrier Cap

Alternative 5 would include a landfill cap designed to reduce human contact with the
landfill material, control erosion, and reduce infiltration and | each ate production. The
landfill cap would be designed to neet the requirements of Subtitle C of the Resource
Conservation and Recover Act (RCRA), including a double liner landfill cap. Any denolished
bui |l di ngs, structures, and excavated soils would be placed on the landfill prior to construction
of the landfill cap. A stormwater managenent plan would be prepared to design the grading

pl an, design the retention and detention ponds, and determ ne the discharges for storm water
runof f. Lake Stupid would be drained and excavated to elimnate hunman contact with the
sedinents, and to elinmnate the potential ecological exposure pathways. The water woul d be
treated and di sposed of, and the sedi nents woul d be excavated and placed on the landfill prior



to construction of the landfill cap. Excavation of Lake Stupid sediment achi eves the maxi num
contam nant concentrations noted in section 9 below Vertically, the excavation shall continue
to a depth of 24 inches, or until the renedial goals have been net, whichever depth is |ess.

The excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil. A vertical barrier would be constructed
between the landfill and Rock Pit Lake. The vertical barrier would prevent the mgration of
contam nants to Rock Pit Lake fromthe landfill. It is expected that the surface water of Rock

Pit Lake would return to health based | evels through natural attenuation

Resi dual ash and contam nated soils fromthe southern portion of the site would be
excavated and placed on the landfill. Soil excavation shall continue horizontally until the
remai ni ng soil achi eves the maxi mum contam nant concentrations noted in section 9 bel ow.
Vertically, the excavation shall continue to a depth of 24 inches, or until the renedial goals
have been net, whichever depth is |l ess. The excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil

Soils fromthe Liquid D sposal Area |ocated west of Lake Stupid woul d be excavated. Soils
fromthe drain fields on the southern portion of the site woul d be excavated and placed on the
landfill. The buildings and structures on the southern portion of the site would be
decont am nated and/ or denvol i shed, depending on the planned use of the building |ocations and on
the practicability of decontam nating the buildings. The rubble and debris fromany denolished
bui | di ngs and/ or process structures which require denolition due to renediation or construction
considerations will be crushed and disposed of in the landfill. This alternative would al so
i nclude ground water nonitoring, surface water nonitoring and nonitoring of sedinent and fish in
Rock Pit Lake for up to 30 years

8.0 Conparative Analysis of Aternatives
The conparative analysis of the alternatives proposed for the site are presented in this

section. The alternatives are eval uated agai nst one another by using the followi ng nine
criteria:

. Overall protection of human health and the environnent.

. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs).
. Long termeffecti veness and per manence

. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume through treatnent.

. Short term effectiveness.

. I npl enent ability.

. Cost s.

. St at e Accept ance

. Communi ty Acceptance

The NCP categorizes the nine criteria into three groups:

(1) Threshold criteria: The first two criteria, overall protection of human health and the
environnent, and conpliance with ARARs (or invoking a waiver, are the minimumcriteria that
must be net in order for an alternative to be eligible for selection

(2) Primary balancing criteria: The next five criteria are considered primary bal anci ng
criteria and are used to weigh major trade-offs anong alternative cleanup net hods

(3) Mdifying criteria: State and community acceptance are nodifying criteria that are
formal ly taken into account after public comment is received on the proposed plan
State and comunity acceptance are addressed in the responsiveness summary of the ROD.



1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Wth the exception of the no action alternative, all of the alternatives would provide
sone degree of protection for hunman health and the environment. However, Alternative 2 would
not elimnate the contam nant exposure pathways, and would rely on engineering controls (such as
fences, warning signs, etc.) to mnimze the possibility of direct contact with the contam nated
nedia. Alternative 3, while offering some degree of protection, |lacks a vertical barrier which

woul d separate the landfill contents from Rock Pit Lake and thereby prevent further erosion
of landfill naterial into the |lake. Furthernore, alternative 3 would address residual ash above
the clean up goals but would not address the hot spots (contam nated soil, contam nated

sedinent, etc.) on the southern portion of the site.

Alternatives 4 and 5 provide protection by elimnating the potential routes of direct
exposure to the contam nants, prinmarily through excavation and capping. It is expected that
contam nant levels in surface water, fish tissue, and the sedinment in Rock Pit Lake would
decrease over tine since the source nmaterial would be contai ned beneath the landfill cap
However, as with all alternatives, the contents of the landfill would remain in contact with
ground water. Alternatives 4 and 5 would elimnate vertical infiltration above the water table
thus providing the degree of protection practicable at this site given that the source materia
will remain in contact with ground water.

2. Conpliance with ARARs

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with Action-Specific or Chem cal -Specific ARARs.
Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requires closure of the
landfill with a cover of equivalent perneability to the surrounding soil. The Florida
Adm ni strative Code (FACE) Chapter 17-701 requires closure of Type |I landfills with a multilayer
cap including a gas collection layer, a drainage |layer, and a | ow perneability drainage | ayer
Storm wat er managenent is required by FACE Chapter 17-725. Alternatives 1 and 2 woul d not
decrease |l evel s of ground water contam nation which currently exceed MCLs.

Alternative 3 could conply with RCRA subtitle D requirements and the Alternative
Procedures of the State landfill closure requirenents. Aternatives 4 and 5 would conply with
Federal and State Action-Specific and Chemi cal - Speciflc ARARs. Federal RCRA Subtitle D and
State Chapters 17-701, 17-702, and 17-725 Action-Specific ARARs woul d be achi eved under
alternatives 4 and 5. Achievenent of risk based goals would al so be achi eved under alternatives
4 and 5

3. Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

The soil cover in Alternative 3 would provide long termreduction of risk by reducing the
potential for exposure to the landfill nmaterial. However, the soil cover would not be as
effective in the long termas the Aliternative 4 and 5 landfill caps. Excavation and backfilling
of Lake Stupid would reduce the potential for exposure to the | ake sedinents. Landfill ing of
the incinerator ash residue would reduce the potential for exposure to this material. However
the soil cover would not provide for long termprotection of ground water because the perneabl e
soil cover would allow precipitation to continue to mgrate through the landfill.

Under alternatives 4 and 5, contam nation would be further reduced through renoval of the
source areas outside of the landfill and control of the stormwater and ground water mgration
pat hways. However, for each alternative, the contents of the landfill would remain in contact
with ground water. The nultilayer cap would maintain its integrity with | ess nai ntenance than a
soil cover. The construction of a vertical barrier between the landfill and Rock Pit Lake and
control of stormwater would reduce the contamnant migration to Rock Pit Lake, allow ng for
natural attenuation to reduce the contamnation in Rock Pit Lake to health based | evels. Under
Alternative 5 the double liner cap would be expected to naintain its integrity longer than a
single liner cap without mai ntenance. However, w th proper nmintenance and institutiona
controls that would protect the integrity of the cap, both alternatives 4 and 5 should be
equal | y protective.



4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume Through Treat nent

Alternative 3 would reduce the toxicity and nobility of the ash residue in the incinerator

bui |l di ngs and water treatnent systemstructures by placing the naterial on the landfill prior
to construction of the soil cover. However, this alternative would not reduce the toxicity of
the landfill ed material or Lake Stupid sedinents. Alternative 3 also would not reduce the

toxicity or nobility of the contam nated soils on the southern portion of the site.

Alternatives 4 and 5 would reduce the toxicity and nmobility of contami nants fromthe hot
spots (contam nated soils, sedinents, and ash residue) by placing this nmaterial on the |andfil
prior to construction of the landfill cap

None of the alternatives enploy treatnent that reduce toxicity, nobility, or volunme as a
principal elenent because: 1) it would not be cost effective to treat the waste disposed of in
the landfill, 2) the selected renedy provides adequate protection to the hunman health and the
environnent, 3) conplies with the Presunptive Remedy for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill Sites
approved by OSWER Directive 9355.0-49FeS for that portion of the Site consisting of nateria
already placed in the landfill and for the naterial to be placed in the landfill and 4) the
waste material is not a RCRA hazardous waste.

OSWER Directive 9355. 0-49FeS establishes that the following are the elenents of a
presunptive renedy for a nunicipal landfill: 1) landfill cap, 2) source area groundwater
control to contain plume, 3) leach ate collection and treatnent, 4) landfill gas collection and
treatnent, and/or 5) institutional controls to supplenent engineering controls. The renedy
herei n sel ected does not include source area groundwater control to contain plume because there

is no known plune mgrating fromthe Site. 1In addition, the renedy does not include a | each ate
coll ection and treatnent system because the landfill nmaterial will remain in place bel ow the
water table. |In the event that groundwater exceedences of Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) are

observed beyond the current Site boundary, the groundwater portion of the selected remedy will
be reeval uat ed

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 each would present sone potential risks to renedi ati on workers
and the environnent during inplenentation. These risks would be controlled during renedial
action by restricting access in the construction area and i nplenenting a Health and Safety Pl an
Additionally, the community would be tenporarily affected by the clearing and grabbing of the

landfill, exposure to fugitive dust during clearing and grabbing, and increased traffic and

noi se. Dust generation would be nonitored and dust em ssions would be controlled during

remedi ation. Under alternatives 4 and 5, residents on the east side of the landfill nay be

i npacted by construction of the landfill cap, depending on how the cap is designed (the east toe
of the landfill cap nmay encroach on residential properties in this area). Protectiveness will
be achi eved as soon as the contam nated soils, ash and sedi ments are excavated, landfill ed and
a cap is constructed on the landfill and as soon as Lake Stupid is drained and the water treated

and di sposed of. Regarding Rock Pit Lake, protectiveness is expected to be achi eved through
natural attenuation although an adequate estinmate of howlong it will take to achieve
protectiveness cannot be established. However, Rock Pit Lake will be nonitored as established
in Section 9.0 (Sel ected Renmedy), Subsection E (Conpliance Testing) and based on the results of
the nonitoring, EPA, in consultation with FADE, may reeval uate the renedy.

6. Inplenment ability

Under alternative 3, the soil cover construction, dewatering and backfilling of Lake
Stupi d, and the decontamination and sealing of the buildings and structures are technically
feasible. Services and materials are currently available to conplete this work. Under
alternatives 4 and 5, construction of the landfill caps, renoval of hot spots, dewatering and
dredgi ng of Lake Stupid, and the decontam nation and/or denolition of the buildings and
structures can be inplenented. Services and materials are currently available to conplete this
work. These alternatives would require conpliance with stormwater nanagerment regulations. |f
the slope of the landfill along the east side of the site encroaches on residual properties, it



may be necessary to relocate sone residents and acquire their property. However, this necessity
wi Il depend on, and nay be elimnated by, the details of the renedial design

7. Cost

A summary of the present worth costs (Capital and Operation & Mai ntenance) for each of the
alternatives is presented bel ow

Alternative Description Capital &M Cost Total - Construction
Cost 30 Years Capital & Peri od
I'n In 30 Yr. &M
Thousands Thousands In
Thousands
Salt. 1 No Action $0 $91 $91 Not
Appl i cabl e
Salt. 2 Restricted $949 $1, 547 $2, 496 Not
Access Appl i cabl e
Salt. 3 Soi | Cover $12, 361 $3, 696 $16, 057 1 Year
Salt. 4 Singl e $12, 575 $3, 431 $16, 006 2 Years
Barri er
Landfill Cap
Salt. 5 Doubl e $19, 675 $3, 431 $23, 106 2 Years
Barri er
Landfill Cap

8. State Acceptance

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environmental Protection
(FADE), has been the support agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study for
the Wngate Road Municipal Incinerator and Landfill site. In accordance with 40 CAR 300.430, as
t he support agency, FADE has provided EPA with input during the process. Al though FADE has not
indicated an objection to the overall approach of the selected renedy, FADE is unwilling to
concur with this ROD because FADE di sputes the renediation goals selected for arsenic and dioxin
in soil

9. Comunity Acceptance

The concerns of the comunity are discussed in detail in the Responsiveness Summary, which
is part of this ROD

8.1 Synopsis of Conparative Analysis of Aternatives

Al of the alternatives, except for Alternative 1 (No Action), would provi de sonme degree
of overall protection of human health and the environnent. Alternatives 4 and 5 would conply
with ARARs. Alternative 4 represents the best bal ance anong the criteria used to eval uate
renmedies. Alternative 4 is believed to be protective of human health and the environnment, woul d
comply with ARARs, woul d be cost effective, and does not enploy treatnment that reduces toxicity,
nmobility, or volune as a principal elenent because: 1) it would not be cost effective to treat
the waste disposed of in the landfill, 2) the selected renmedy provi des adequate protection to
the human health and the environnent 3) conplies with the Presunptive Remedy for CERCLA
Muni ci pal Landfill Sites approved by OSVER Directive 9355.0-49FeS) for that portion of the Site
consisting of nmaterial already placed in the landfill and for the material to be placed in the
landfill and 4) the waste material is not a RCRA hazardous waste



9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detail ed anal ysis of
alternatives and public and state coments, EPA has selected Alternative 4, Single Barrier Site
Cap, as the renedy for this site. At the conpletion of this renedy, the risk associated with
this site has been determned to be in the range from 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 which is considered by
EPA to be protective of human health and the environnent. The State of Florida prefers 1E-6.

The total present worth cost of the selected renedy, Alternative 4, is estinmated at
$16, 006, 159. This includes capital costs of $12,574,674. and present worth O&M costs of
$3, 431, 485.

A.  Source Control

A1 Mjor Conponents of Source Control

Source control will address the contam nated nedia at the site. The primary conponent of

the source control is the landfill cap. Source control shall also include excavation of ash
residue, soils, and sedinents, placenent of the excavated material on the landfill, and
backfilling of the excavated areas with clean fill.

Al surface soil and sediment on the southern portion of the site which exceeds any of the
remedi al goals will be excavated and placed on the landfill prior to construction of the
landfill cap. Any residual ash or ash residue on the site (such as that located in the
bui | di ngs and structures, on the ground surface, in the soils, in Lake Stupid, in the sedinments
and soils adjacent to Lake Stupid, in the Lake Stupid drai nage area, in the sludge bed and
settling basins, etc.) will be excavated to the |levels of performance standards shown in Section
9.A 2 below. This material will be placed on the landfill prior to construction of the landfill
cap. The excavations will be backfilled with clean fill.

The single barrier landfill cap will be designed to reduce human and environnental contact
with landfill material, control erosion, reduce infiltration and | each ate production, and
nmanage stormwater in accordance with state and federal standards. This site cap will be
designed to neet the requirenments of Subtitle D of RCRA and Chapters 17-701 and 17-702 of the
FACE. The cap will be designed with a gas |ayer and drai nage | ayers. The cap will be

constructed of a low perneability barrier layer, and a soil layer that includes topsoil or soil
to support vegetative cover. The renedial design will include an investigation of the

geochem cal characteristics for the site material to support design of the cap. Design of the
cap should include consideration for future use of the property. Institutional Controls may be

required to assure the integrity of the cap.

The bushes and trees on the landfill will be cleared, grubbed, and/or cut down. The
cl eared wood and vegetation debris will be mulched, conposed, and placed on the landfill prior
to construction of the landfill cap. Debris fromany denolished buil dings and/ or process
structures which require denolition due to renmedi ation or construction considerations will be
crushed and pl aced over the cleared landfill area. Excavated soil will be placed over the
buil ding debris on the landfill, and may be used to enhance grading, prior to capping

In accordance with Chapter 17-725 of the FACE, a stormwater nanagenent plan will be
prepared to design the grading plan, determne the stormwater flow rate fromthe cap, size the
channel s, and determ ne the discharges for stormwater runoff. Retention and/or detention ponds
will be designed around the landfill. A proposed site plan for Alternative 4 is shown on Figure
3, however, placenent of the retention pond nmay be nodified during the renedi al design based on
the future use of the site and on the details of the design.

Grading and vegetation of the soil cover will be used to control erosion. Geotextile

fabric will be utilized for erosion control on the landfill slope adjacent to Rock Pit Lake. A
vertical barrier will be constructed between the landfill and Rock Pit Lake to reduce migration
of hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants fromthe landfill to Rock Pit Lake. Once

mgration ceases, it is expected that the |evels of contam nants exceeding health based |evels



in the surface water in Rock Pit Lake will decrease to these |evels through natural attenuation.
<I MP SRC 0496274C>

Lake Stupid will be drained and excavated to elimnate hunan contact with the sedi nments,
and to elimnate the potential ecol ogi cal exposure pathways. The water will be treated and
di sposed of, and the sedinents will be excavated and placed on the landfill prior to
construction of the landfill cap. The sedinent nay also be dried prior to placenent. The
excavated area will be backfilled with clean soil.

The incinerator buildings and the buildings and structures utilized for waste water
treatnent will be decontam nated. The nethod of decontam nation will be determi ned by the
construction of the building or structure. Typically, the residue/ash will be scraped from
the walls and floors and placed on the landfill prior to construction of the cap to achieve the
soil/ ash clean up goals.

Al fencing and warning signs will be naintained, as well as the site cap and storm water
managenent system The site will be periodically inspected for vandalism A nai ntenance and
inspection punch list will be devel oped and conpleted for subnmittal with the inspection reports.
The site will periodically be nowed and bushes and trees tri med.

Closure of the landfill under Alternative 4 nmay provide suitable |and area for future
beneficial use of the property that will not affect the integrity of the cap or other conponents
of the remedy or nonitoring system EPA encourages the responsible parties to consider
beneficial land uses during the renedial design. Sone community preferences for future | and use
are included in the Responsiveness Sunmary.

A. 2 Performance Standards

Soi | excavation shall continue horizontally until the remaining soil achieves the
foll owi ng maxi num cont am nant concentrations. Vertically, the excavation shall continue to a
depth of 24 inches, or until the renedial goals have been net, whichever depth is less. The
excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil. The followi ng renedial goals have been
establ i shed for ash residue and surface soil:

Lead 500 ng/ kg (ppm

Arsenic 23 my/ kg (ppm *

Benzoi c(a) pyre ne 0.13 ng/ kg (ppm
Beryllium 0.034 nmg/ kg (ppm

Di oxi n 0.0006 ng/ kg (ppm TEA *

* EPA considers 23 ppmarseni ¢ and 0. 0006 ppm TEA dioxin to be
protective of human health and the environment as these |evels
fall within EPA's risk range. However, on Septenber 29, 1995, FADE
i ssued gui dance suggesting a cleanup goal for arsenic of 0.7 ppm
which is nore stringent than the sel ected renedi ati on goal .

Additionally, FADE has stated a preference for 0.000006 ppm TEA
di oxi n which would neet a 1E-6 risk, and which is nore stringent
than the selected renediation goal. Attainment of the nore
stringent |evels may be necessary to obtain FEEDS concurrence
with deletion of this site fromthe National Priorities List in
the future.

Excavati on of Lake Stupid sedinents shall continue horizontally until the renaining
sedi nent achi eves the foll owi ng naxi mrum cont am nant concentrations. Vertically, the excavation
shall continue to a depth of 24 inches, or until the renedial goals have been net, whichever
depth is less. The excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil. The follow ng renedial
goal s have been established for sedinents. These levels are also established to evaluate the



ef fectiveness of the landfill closure on the sedinments in Rock Pit Lake

Di oxi n 0.0013 ny/ kg (ppm TEA
Toxaphene 1.8 mo/ kg (ppn)
Ant i mony 67 mg/ kg (ppm
Arseni c 46 mg/ kg (ppm
Cadni um 170 ng/ kg (ppm

B. Gound Water Renedi ation

Section 300.430(f)(5)(I11)(A of the NCP states that perfornmance shall be neasured at
appropriate locations in the ground water. EPA has determ ned that renediation | evels should be
attai ned at and beyond the edge of the waste nanagenent area when waste is left in place. In
accordance with the NCP and OSWER Directive 9283.1-2 "Qui dance on Renedial Actions for
Contam nated Ground Water at Superfund Sites, Decenber 1988", since the contam nated source
material will be left in place, this waste nanagenent boundary can be defined as the current
(60-acre) site boundary.

The ground water conponent of the selected remedy requires no renedial action within the
current Site boundary other than ground water use restrictions in the formof a deed notice.
Therefore, ground water inside the current Site boundary should not be used for potable water
supply. Based on available information, ground water outside the current site boundary is
protective of the human health and the environnent and requires no action at this tine but wll
be monitored in accordance with State FACE Chapters 17-701 and 17-702 landfill closure
requi renents. Shoul d exceedences of landfill closure ARARs or ground water ARARs (including the
performance standards in Section 9.B.1) be observed outside of the current site boundary; EPA
in consultation with FADE, will reevaluate the effectiveness of the ground water conponent of
the sel ected renedy.

B.1 Performance Standards
Site related ground water contam nation which exceeds federal and/or state ground water
standards, including those listed in the following table, will be evaluated. The follow ng

remedi al goal s have been established for ground water outside the current Site boundary:

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 6 ugh/ 1 (ppb)

Benzene 1 ugh/ 1 (ppb)
Al um num 50 wugh/1 (ppb)
Ant i nony 6 ugh/ 1 (ppb)
Cadm um 5 ugh/l (ppb)
Lead 15 ugh/I  (ppb)
Manganese 50 wugh/1 (ppb)
Mer cury 2 ugh/ 1 (ppb)

C. Surface Water Monitoring

Site related surface water contam nation which exceeds Anbient Water Quality Criteria
(AWX) will be evaluated to confirmthe effectiveness of the landfill closure in mtigating the
surface water mgration pathway. The acute and chronic AWX for |lead (96/ 3.6 ppb), alum num
(7550/ 87 ppb), antinony (88/ 30 ppb), cadmum (3.9/ 1.1 ppb), copper (19/ 13 ppb), silver (4.8/
0.12 ppb), zinc (127/ 115 ppb), iron (1000 ppb, chronic), nercury (2.4/ 0.012 ppb), and
beryl lium (0.13 ppb), shall apply to the site related surface waters.

D. Fish Tissue Mnitoring

Site related fish tissue contam nation in Rock Pit Lake which exceeds renedial goals wll
be evaluated to confirmthe effectiveness of the landfill closure in mtigating this mgration
pathway. The follow ng renedi al goal has been established for fish fillet tissue in Rock Pit
Lake:



Di oxi n 0.02 ng/ kg (put, parts per trillion) TEA
E. Conpliance Testing

G ound water, surface water, sedinent, and fish tissue nonitoring shall be conducted at
this site for 30 years. The effectiveness of the renedy will be reevaluated in consultation
with FADE, based on the results of the nonitoring. A zone of discharge nmay be established in
accordance with the state landfill closure regulations. Additional nonitoring wells will be
necessary to nonitor ground water outside of the current Site boundary. The nonitoring wells
wi Il be sanpled and the sanpl es anal yzed quarterly for the first two years for FACE Chapter
17-701 paraneters, as well as the site related contam nants noted in Section B.1 above. The
nmonitoring frequency for the remaining years will be determ ned based on the analytical results
of the first two years

Sedinent in Rock Pit Lake shall be nonitored for the contam nants noted in Section A 2
above. Surface water in Rock Pit Lake shall be nonitored for ABCs for the contam nants noted in
Section C above. Sedinment and surface water sanples will be collected and the sanpl es anal yzed
quarterly for the first two years. The nonitoring frequency for the renaining years will be
det erm ned based on the analytical results of the first two years.

Fish tissue in Rock Pit Lake will be nonitored for dioxin and | ead concentrations. Fish
sanples will be collected and the sanpl es anal yzed sem annually for the first two years.
Analysis will include whorled analysis of a forage species and fillet analysis of a sport
species. The nonitoring frequency for the renmaining years will be determ ned based on the
anal ytical results of the first two years

10.0 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA has determned that the selected renedy is protective of human health and the
environnent, conplies with Federal and State requirenents that are |egally applicable or
rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost effective. EPA has al so determ ned
that this renedy utilizes permanent solutions but does not satisfy the statutory preference for
renmedi es that enploy treatnent that reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenent
because: 1) it would not be cost effective to treat the waste disposed of in the landfill, 2)
the sel ected renmedy provides adequate protection to the human health and the environnent, 3)
conplies with the applicable provisions of the Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Minicipal Landfil
Sites approved by OSWER Directive 9355.0-49FeS for that portion of the Site consisting of
material already placed in the landfill and for the naterial to be placed in the landfill and 4)
the waste material is not a RCRA hazardous waste. However, the renedy satisfies the bias
agai nst off-site land di sposal of untreated wastes to the extent practicable.

10.1 Protection of Human Heal th and The Environnent

The sel ected remedy will protect human health and the environnent by reducing or
preventing further mgration of and exposure to contam nants. The sel ected renmedy shoul d reduce
the contam nant concentrations in surface water, sedinent, and fish tissue through cappi ng of
the ash and soil contamination. The |ong-term cancer risk posed by the ash and soil wll be
reduced to within EPA' s acceptabl e risk range of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 and the non carci nogenic risk
woul d be reduced to the EPA goal of 1

10.2 Conpliance Wth ARARs

Inmpl erentation of this remedy will conply with State landfill closure ARARs and wil |
assure that Federal and State drinking water standards outside the current site boundary are not
exceeded.

As presented in section 9.A 1, the source control conponent of the sel ected renedy
includes in place closure of the landfill. The landfill material is currently buried to
approxi mately 30 feet below the water table. To the extent technically practicable, capping the
source material will minimze | each ate and contam nant mgration above the water table



However, horizontal flow of ground water through the source naterial below the water table will
continue, thus attai nment of ground water MCLs within the current site boundary is not
technically feasible.

G ound water outside of the current site boundary will be nonitored for conpliance with
the Federal and State ground water ARARs including those identified in Section 9.B. 1, as well as
State landfill closure ARARs.

Section 300.430(f)(5)(I11)(A of the NCP states that perfornmance shall be neasured at
appropriate locations in the ground water. EPA has determ ned that renediation | evels should be
attai ned at and beyond the edge of the waste nanagenent area when waste is left in place. In
accordance with the NCP and OSWER Directive 9283.1-2 "Qui dance on Renedial Actions for
Contami nated Ground Water at Superfund Sites, Decenber 1988", since the contam nated source
material will be left in place, this waste managenent area boundary can be defined as the
current (60-acre) site boundary.

The ground water conponent of the selected renmedy requires no renedial action within the
current site boundary other than ground water use restrictions to avoid drinking water wells
frombeing installed in this area. Therefore, ground water inside the current site boundary
shoul d not be used for potable water supply. Gound water outside the current Site boundary
requires no action at this tinme but will be nonitored in accordance with State FACE Chapters 17-
701 and 17-702 landfill closure requirenents. Should exceedences of landfill closure ARARs or
ground water ARARs (including the performance standards in Section 9.B.1) be observed outside of
the current site boundary; EPA, in consultation with FADE, will reevaluate the effectiveness of
the ground water conmponent of the selected renedy.

10.3 Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy, Alternative 4, is a cost effective renmedy. The total estinated
present worth cost of this alternative is $16, 006, 159 which includes capital costs and operation
and nmi ntenance costs. EPA has determined that the cost of inplenenting the renedy is
appropriate given the threat posed by the site contam nants.

10.4 Use of Permanent Sol utions and Treatnent Technol ogies

The sel ected remedy utilizes pernmanent sol utions but does not satisfy the statutory
preference for renedies that enploy treatnment that reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volune as a
principal elenent because: 1) it would not be cost effective to treat the waste di sposed of in
the landfill, 2) the selected renedy provides adequate protection to the hunman health and the
environnent, 3) conplies with the applicable provisions of the Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA
Muni ci pal Landfill Sites approved by OSVER Directive 9355.0-49FeS for that portion of the Site
consisting of nmaterial already placed in the landfill and for the material to be placed in the
landfill and 4) the waste material is not a RCRA hazardous waste

10.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

The sel ected remedy does not satisfy the preference for treatnent because: 1) it would
not be cost effective to treat the waste disposed of in the landfill, 2) the selected renmedy
provi des adequate protection to the hunman health and the environnent, 3) conplies with the
Presunptive Renmedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites approved by OSWER Directive 9355. 0- 49FeS
for that portion of the Site consisting of material already placed in the landfill and for the
nmaterial to be placed in the landfill and 4) the waste material is not a RCRA hazardous waste

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants
remai ning on site above levels that allow for unlimted use and unrestricted exposure, a review
wi Il be conducted within five years after conmencenent of the renedial action to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunman health and the environnment. These
reviews will be conducted every five years or until renediati on goals are achi eved.



11.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

Alternative 4 of the Feasibility Study envisioned additional work to be perforned in order
to accommpdat e the storm water nanagenent systemon the southern portion of the site. This work
woul d i ncl ude:

. Excavating/ treating soils fromthe |liquid disposal area |ocated east of the new
i nci nerator building,

. Excavating/ treating soils contam nated with petroleumin the vehicle nmaintenance
area
. Excavating/ treating soils fromdrain fields associated with the truck wash area

the old incinerator building, and the east drain field | ocated east of the new
incinerator building, and

. Denol i shing the incinerator buildings and water treatnent systemstructures after
t hey have been decontami nated and placing the denolition debris on the |andfil
prior to construction of the landfill cap

Treatnent of soils will not be necessary since sanples of the source naterial did not
exceed the regulatory limts for TCLP netals, as noted in Section 5.2.1 above, and since the
soils are not a RCRA |isted hazardous waste. However, all soils in excess of the renedia
goals will be excavated and placed beneath the landfill cap to elimnate the direct contact
exposure pat hway.

Additionally, the Feasibility Study envisioned that the area of petrol eumcontam nation in
the vehi cl e mai ntenance area would be renediate as part of the Renedial Action. However, CERCLA
prevents EPA fromtaking remedi al action on petrol eumcontam nation. Therefore, the petrol eum
contami nated area nmust continue to be addressed through FADE and the Browned County O fice of
Nat ural Resource Protection (ONRP) during the Renedi al Design phase. |f this area has not been
addressed by the Gty and ONRP prior to the conpletion of the Renedial Design, EPA will proceed
with the selected renedy for this site (i.e.; the petroleumcontam nated area will still need to
be addressed through ONRP). It should be noted that the sel ected renedy nmay i ncl ude
construction in this area which may necessitate excavation for construction of stormwater
nmanagenent controls or other conponents of the renedial action. 1In this event, the excavated
soils will be disposed of in the landfill prior to construction of the landfill cap

The storm water managenent systemdesign will be addressed in detail in the renedia
design. If building denolition is necessary in order to accomodate adequate storm water
controls, or in order to achieve any of the renedial goals established in this Record O
Deci si on, or because decontami nation of the buildings/ structures is not practicable; then such
work may be carried out in accordance with Alternative 4 of the Feasibility Study.



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public comrent period from Decenber
7, 1994 through January 6, 1995 for interested parties to comment on EPA's Proposed Plan for the
Wngate Road Municipal Incinerator and Landfill Site (the site). EPA conducted a public neeting
at the Bass Park- Andrew De Graffenreidt Community Recreation Center in Fort Lauderdale, Florida
on Decenber 12, 1994, during the public comment period. During this neeting, representatives of
EPA presented the results of the site investigation and EPA's preferred alternative for
addressing the site related contamination

A summary of EPA' s response to comments received during the public comrent period, known
as the responsi veness summary, is required under Section 117 of CERCLA. EPA has consi dered al
the significant commrents made during the public comment period and answers themin this
responsi veness summary in determning the final selected renmedy presented in the Record of
Deci si on.

Thi s responsi veness summary consi sts of the foll owi ng sections

A.  Background of Comunity Invol venrent and Concerns: this section provides a bri ef
history of community interest and concerns regarding the site

B. Summary of Significant Questions and Comments Received During the Public Conmment
Peri od and EPA' s Responses: This section represents both oral and witten (if any)
coments submitted during the public neeting and public conmment period, and provides
the responses to these coments.

A.  Background of Comunity Invol venrent and Concerns

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, EPA has conducted community relations
activities at the site to ensure that the public remains inforned of the continuing progress.
During the investigation, EPA has held nmeetings with state and local officials and with the
public to advise themof the progress at the site

A community relations plan was devel oped to establish EPA's plan for community
participation during the investigation. Prior to the initiation of the RI/FeS, EPA held an
Avai lability Session in Forth Lauderdale to present the activities scheduled for the Rl to the
public. Following conpletion of the Rl field work, EPA held an Availability Session to inform
the public of the results of the RI. Followi ng conpletion of the FeS, a Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet
was nmailed to local residents and public officials in Decenber 1994. This fact sheet outlined
EPA's preferred alternative for addressing the contam nation at the site. Additionally, the
Adm ni strative Record for the site, which contains site related docunents including the Rl and
FeS reports and the Proposed Pl an, was nade available for public review at the infornation
repository at the Browned County nain library in Fort Lauderdale. Notices of the availability
of the Admi nistrative Record for the site were published in the Wst side Gazette Newspaper on
Decenber 1St. and 8th, 1994, and in the Browned Ti nes Newspaper on Decenber 2and 9th, 1994.

A 30 day public coment period was held from Decenber 7, 1994 through January 6, 1995 to
solicit public input on EPA's preferred renedial alternative. 1In addition to the comrend
period, EPA held a public neeting at the Bass Park- Andrew De Graffenreidt Community Recreation
Center in Fort Lauderdal e on Decenber 12, 1994. The purpose of this neeting was to discuss the
remedi al alternatives under consideration and to answer any questions concerni ng the Proposed
Plan for the Wngate Road site. The neeting was attended by approxi mately 50 area residents and
public officials. Comrents were received fromcitizens of Fort Lauderdale, city officials, and
the Florida Departnent of Environnental Protection (FADE). Wth the exception of the cl eanup
levels for arsenic and dioxin in soils, FADE has verbally expressed agreenent with the sel ected
r ermredy.

EPA' s response to the comrents received at the neeting or during the comment period are
sumari zed in Section B below. A transcript of the public neeting was prepared by a certified
court reporter, and this transcript is part of the Administrative Record upon which the renedy



sel ected in the Record of Decision is based.

Fol | owi ng the issuance of the final Record of Decision, EPAw Il continue to keep the
community inforned about progress at the site through fact sheets and infornational neetings as
needed. Additionally, design and constructi on docunents pertaining to the inplenentation of the
remedy will be placed in the infornation repository at the Browned County nmain library

B. Summary of Significant Questions and Conmments Received During the Public Comment Period and
EPA' s Responses.

1. Comment: |Is it safe for people to eat fish fromRock Pit |ake?

Response: Yes. Fish sanples were collected and anal yzed during the investigation. The fish
fillet sanples collected fromRock Pit Lake contained a maxi mum di oxi n concentration of 0.07
parts per trillion (put) TEA which is below the |level considered safe by ASTER If the dioxin
concentration had exceeded 25 put TEA, then a fishing advisory nay have been called for
Additionally, EPA generated a site specific, risk assessnment based | evel of 0.02 put TEA which
woul d fall within the acceptable risk range of 1E-4 to 1E-6; 0.07 put also falls within this
range

2. Comment: |Is there a correlation between the concentrati ons detected and the ground water
sanpling locations? For instance, if ground water was sanpled close to Rock Pit Lake, was it
nore concentrated than sonething two bl ocks away or three bl ocks away?

Response: The highest |evels of ground water concentrations were found in two places; one being
inthree wells located |long the eastern edge of the property, and the other being at the

sout hern edge of the landfill. Sanples collected fromoff site private wells did not exceed
primary drinking water standards.

3. Comment: |Is it safe to use Lake Stupid for recreational purposes?

Response: No. The sedinment within and adjacent to Lake Stupid requires renediation in order to
mtigate future risk. A so, the water sanples collected fromLake Stupid exceed EPA s anbi ent
water quality criteria

4, Comment: Wiat is considered to be a normal |level of contamnation in landfills? How can
EPA conpare the concentrations found?

Response: There are no nornal or set levels of contamination for landfills. The concentrations
are conpared to the nornally existing background conditions in this area of Fort Lauderdal e.
Background sanpl es were coll ected fromareas which would not have been inpacted by the site.
Results from anal ysis of those sanples are conpared to concentrations found on site to eval uate
the site's inpact relative to naturally occurring background conditions.

5. Comment: |Is the data presented in the Proposed Plan the total data? Did EPA require TCLP
testing?

Response: The proposed plan is a sunmary. There is nore information in the Renedi a
Investigation, but this is a summary of the conditions at the site. The Renedial |nvestigation
report can be found in the Adm nistrative Record in the information repository at the Browned
County main library. The administrative record contains the conplete data set. Toxicity
Characteristic Leach ate Procedure (TCLP) analysis was perforned on sanples of the incinerator
ash to determ ne whether contam nants woul d | each fromthe ash. The sanples passed the TCLP
test.

6. Comment: Can you determine after you do a risk assessnent whether or not there are certain
types of cancers caused by certain chemicals found at this type of site or maybe were produced
by this site over a course of tine?



Response: That is very difficult because one would have to ook at an individual's entire life
history. One person in every four inthe United States gets cancer, whether they live near a
hazardous waste site or not. A lot of it has to do with lifestyle, genetics, occupation, and
sone has to do with exposure, but we would have to be able to pinpoint what each person was
exposed to, and whether that chem cal causes a certain cancer or illness. EPA s risk assessnent
predicts the potential for increased cancer risk to the general population, not to specific

i ndi vi dual s.

7. Comment: Due to the fact that Gty enpl oyees worked at the incinerator, could the records
of the health and well being of those enpl oyees who worked at the site be gathered to find out
what ki nd of health problems nmay have occurred in their lifetinmes?

Response: That does not cone under the jurisdiction of ASTER or EPA. There is a governnent
agency that does look into that; the National Institute of Cccupational Safety and Health
(NCSH). Additionally, the Florida Departnment of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HERS) may
be able to help with that. The commentator was inforned to have forner enpl oyees at the
facility nmake the request for a study directly to either NOSH or HERS. EPA has notified HERS of
this concern.

8. Comment: Wuld the clean up alternatives potentially effect any of the nei ghborhoods around
the site?

Response: Yes. Alternatives four and five could potentially effect three hones on the east
side of the landfill. These hones coul d be affected by construction of the landfill cap because
they are so close to the landfill. However, the effect, if any, will not be known until the
Remedi al Design is done. The cap might be able to be designed in a way that woul d not effect

t hose properti es.

9. Comment: Do local residents have to worry about the sedinent fromthe site potentially
affecting them in that could the wind blowit off site and potentially hurt then?

Response: During clean up the contractors doing the work generally take every precaution
possi bl e for dust suppression. Dust control neasures are used and air nonitoring equipnent is
used to detect if dust or contam nants are going into the comunity above a safe |evel. These
events are taken into considerati on when preparing the Remedi al Design

10. Comment: |Is the site fenced?

Response: Yes. However, both ASTER and EPA have sai d on nunerous occasions that the gates at
the site should be kept closed to mnimze contact with contam nated nedi a.

11. Comment: WII there be a wall between the landfill and Rock Pit Lake?

Response: Yes, under Alternative four and five there would be an inperneabl e barrier between
the landfill and the | ake.

12. Comment: Can we use the no action alternative?

Response: For this site, no. 1In this case, an action is necessary since the site poses
potential for risk due to long termexposure to contani nated nedi a.

13. Comment: Does the site pose a health threat to the comunity now?
Response: As long as there is no contact with contam nated material, no. However, the threat
at this site is associated with direct contact with and incidental ingestion of contam nated

nedi a under current and future | and use scenari os.

14. Comment: Wiy can't we use Alternative 5 instead of Alternative 4?



Response: Although Alternative 5 has an added feature (an extra liner), both alternatives 4 and
5 are protective of human health and the environnment. The cap included in the design for
Alternative 4 would contain all of the contam nants fromthe southern portion of the site and
fromthe landfill itself. And, EPAw Il performa Five-Year-Review once every five years,

i ncludi ng a physical check of the cap and the ground water nonitoring system and all other
conmponents of the Renedial Action to make sure it renmins protective. Based on the
protectiveness of Alternative 4, EPA determined that it was not cost effective to add an
additional liner, which was included in alternative 5, at a cost of approximately $7 mllion

nor e.

15. Comment: Can you cal cul ate past contam nant concentrations or risk |evels?

Response: No. W can calculate current and future risk, but we can not go back in tine and
cal cul ate past levels of risk. ASTER can |ook into probable past exposure, but not |evels of
contam nation or risk

16. Comment: Several comentators asked what beneficial use the site mght be put to follow ng
the remedial action. They nentioned i deas such as a golf course, a cultural arts center, a
theater, and a nature area.

Response: G ven that the site is in a residential area, EPA agrees that future |and use that
will not adversely affect the integrity of the selected renedy should be considered. The future
use of the site will ultinately depend on how the city decides to use the property. Under

CERCLA, EPA can only require that threats to human health and the environnent be addressed. It
is not known at this tine whether the exanpl es noted above woul d be practicable. However, EPA
wi Il encourage the responsible parties to consider and plan for future beneficial use of the
property during the renedial design phase

17. Comment: FADE expressed concern with the arsenic cleanup |level of 23 parts per mllion
(ppm in soil and the dioxin cleanup | evel of 0.0006 ppm TEA in soil. FADE has stated a
preference for 0.56 ppmor background, whichever is greater, for arsenic; and 0.000006 ppm TEA
for dioxin which would neet a 1E-6 risk

Response: EPA s renedi ati on goals of 23 ppmarsenic and 0.0006ppmdioxin in soil yield a risk
within the acceptable risk range as defined by 40 CAR 300.430(e)(2). EPA is aware of FEEDS

gui dance concerning 0.7 ppmarsenic for soil dated Septenber 29, 1995, and FEEDS st ated
preference concerning 0.000006 ppmdioxin for soil. However, these levels are not considered to
be Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Standards (ARARs) as defined in 40 CAR 300.400 because
t hey have not been pronul gated by the State.

EPA is aware of FEEDS | ong standing preference for attaining risk no greater than 1E-6 for

carci nogens. However, the Superfund provides EPA with flexibility in devel opi ng renedi ati on
goal s which attain risk between 1E-6 and 1E-6. Use of a risk range is a necessary tool for the
ri sk managenent process to account for factors such as toxicol ogi cal uncertainty and/or
confidence. FEEDS preference was al so factored into the risk nanagenent process prior to
establ i shing the renedi ati on goal s.

EPA acknowl edges FEEDS preferred cl eanup goals and the potential need to attain these goals for
NPL del etion of the site in the future. Although | ower cleanup levels are not necessary to neet
EPA' s selected renediation goals at this site, the State nay i ndependently pursue an agreenent
with the PROPS to address the lower goals. A negotiated agreenent between the PROPS and FADE
coul d be incorporated into the design and inplenentation of EPA's sel ected renedy.



